We are grateful to Paknahad and coauthors for giving us the opportunity to consider the interesting papers by Kursun et al., Mortazavi S.M.J. et al., Mortazavi G. et al., Shahidi et al., Yilmaz et al., about the effects of electromagnetic fields (EMFs) produced by magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) or those generated by other sources such as mobile phones, mobile base stations, cordless phones, Wi-Fi routers, radio and TV broadcasting, and X-rays which can increase the mercury release from amalgam fillings \[[@B1-ijerph-14-00761],[@B2-ijerph-14-00761],[@B3-ijerph-14-00761],[@B4-ijerph-14-00761],[@B5-ijerph-14-00761],[@B6-ijerph-14-00761]\]. The effects of these EMFs allow the release of mercury, which can adversely affect patients' health, aside from being a high environmental pollutant. Nevertheless, "the mercury levels which normally can be released from amalgam fillings, even in the presence of EMFs, are not high enough to cause toxicity", as Paknahad and coauthors assert in their Letter to Editor \[[@B7-ijerph-14-00761]\]. Nevertheless, we agree with the authors in that pregnant women, children, and hypersensitive members of the population may be subject to the toxicity of mercury.

Moreover, it should be underlined that nowadays, the harmful effects of mercury released from amalgam fillings are generally accepted throughout the world, as it has been recognized several decades ago by the OMS, which recommends avoiding the use of mercury in amalgam fillings. This recommendation is followed in many Western countries including European countries where less dangerous and more aesthetic filling systems are used. Thus, the number of individuals whose caries are treated with mercury amalgam is getting lower.

We apologize to the authors of the letter for not having mentioned their works in our review. Anyway, when writing a review it may happen that papers, although very interesting, may not be taken into account, as they are not considered relevant to the context of the paper.

We would thank the authors for their positive criticism and feedback, and the editor for giving us the opportunity to provide a reply to the letter.

The authors declare no conflict of interest.
